Approved 


ease 2001/08/29 : CIA-RDP78-03 




0700080009-9 


$ 


Approved For Release 2001/08/29 : CIA-RDP78-03578A000700080009-9 


Approve|^r Release 2001/08/29 : CIA-RDP78-^^8A000700080009-9 


STUDY CF FITHBSS REPORTING 


Approach Used 

A study of the effectiveness of the current Fitness Reporting 
System was accomplished through the examination of a representative 
..nmu of 300 Fitness Reports completed during i 960 and through the 
review of comments and suggestions on fitness reporting received volun- 
tarily or upon request from supervisors, personnel officers, and 
employees. In addition , the sta tistical distribution of ratings on 
overall performance for^^^Breports prepared during i 960 was tabu-^ 

Ih^oBHBBions of this review and the suggestions 
advanced to correct deficiencies noted are set forth in the following 
sections. 


Rating Standards 

1 Tabulations of the distribution of fitness report ratings on 
Performance of Specific Duties, Overall Performance and Description 
of the Employee are presented in Tabs B-l, 2, 3 and 4. Daey show 
the following: 

(l) pexforoEtoc© of Specific Duties 

ratings given to three specific duties were used for this 
analysis. The profiles for the three major directorates show 
a very close similarity in the use of the seven degree rating 
scale (Tab B-l). Rating Number One, Unsatisfactory, was not 
used at all , and Rating Number Seven, Outstanding, was used 
to a remarkably close degree . The percentage of use of 
Ratings Three, Four, Five and Six were very close for the 
I ®/ 1 and DD/P whereas in the BD/S area lower ratings were 
given. A comparative distribution of the ratings of the 
first three specific duties of a proportionate sample from 
each of the individual career services of the three major 
directorates is presented in Tab B-4. This reveal b the 
same pattern as mentioned immediately above. This analysis 
included a breakdown by the following grade groupings: 
G 8 6 - 8 ; GS 9-11; and GS 12-13. A direct relationship of 
ratings for higher grades was evident. 
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(2) Overall Performance in Current Position 

Bating of Overall Performance employed the use of a air-degree 
rating scale. As in the case of the seven-degree scale used for 
rating Specific Performance, Bating Humber One was used extremely 
infrequently (Tab B-2). While there was a high degree of simi- 
larity in the profiles for the grade groupings GS 6-8 and <36 Q-U, 
it was again evident that the hi g her the grade the hyw the 
frequency of higher ratings. 

The distribution of Overall Ratings by major directorate was 
very si mi l ar to those for Specific Performance . The DD/l and 
I®/P assigned more ratings at the two higher levels of rating, 
Superior and Outstanding, than the D D/Sj however, the three 
directorates compare very closely when the three top levels of 
rating are combined. 

(3) Description of the Bqployee 

A five-degree rating scale was used for this purpose. Tab B-3 
stowB a high degree of similarity in the assignment of ratings 
both when viewed from a Career Service standpoint and from a 
grade grouping standpoint. 0 be highest rating. Five, Outstanding, 
was assigned to approximately twenty percent of the items rated. 
This is a considerably greater use of the Outstanding Rating 
for this purpose than in the evaluation of the Performance of 
Ihities or Overall Performance. Characteristic of this 
analysis the individual ED/ 1 and DD/P Career Services employed 
the two high er ratings. Above Average Degree and Outs tanding 
Degree, more frequently than those of the DD/S, (Tab B-4). 

(4) •Bae averages for all ratings for each of these rating categories 
are as f ouULowb : 


Rating Category 


Specific Duties 


Overall Performance 


Rating Scale 
(Seven Degree Scale) 

4 Competent 

5 Excellent 

6 Superior 

(Six Degree Scale) 

4 dearly Exceeds 

Requirements 

5 Superior in Every 
Important Respect 

(Five Degree Scale) 


Agency Average 


5*0 Excellent 


4.3 


Description of the 
Employee 


3 Normal Degree 

4 Above Average 

5 Outstanding 


4.0 Above Average 
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°f uT «■"***“**« <* Report ratings and averages 

tholfolloS^^ SighG raX:JG ^ sUoC8 *** P° ?jat to conclusion® such ao 

(l) The uses of three separata rating ccaJ.es of five, six ana 

seven degress makes it difficult for a supervisor to apply 
standards dearly and uniforaly to the three separate rating 
categories used in tie report. ' 

^ „ ., Jf' vs® of Pitr,©Ds Reports for personnel management purposes, 

ofdol-ff'? 7 ' to -i * at in 00 alJmre, exists causing mam^eaeat 

of fields tc usually .ecus on the rating for Overall Performance, and 

ube narrutive Gfe,tc.:eat in their interpretation of a Fitness Eeport. 

^ Inaonuch as the perforsnar.ee of nearly all Agency personnel 

clearly or greatly exeaeds the requirement® of their positions, 
are our people overqualified for the work? Or, are our standards 
oa performance established too low? Or, is the terminology used 
for our rating standards confusing and unclear? (Uo have long 
maintained tha*c our qualifications standards are high ana the 
2*©guir^Lisa , ts of 5 ac~* i ’ - * — 


St of cur work difficult and d emandin g ) 


(^) Reviewing Officials may he encouraging unrealistic rating 

practices by their failure to play an active role in the application 

4 .S*?* 8 staEdards °®* contribution to the evaluation of the 
individual . 

(5) Rating officials may be inadequately trained in the important 

supervisory function of employee evaluation and fitness reporting. 

C cor,^i„^ hOUg ?Kf ^ validity b ® accorded to each of the above poosible 

conclusions, there are a number of extenuating circumstances which also 

practices V<Sn Car3fUl COasidem '' 0:Lcn 1x1 an y attempt to improve our rating 

(1) Difficulty in stating, understanding and interpretating 

rating standards is not limited to CIA but has long existed in 
other agencies, the military services and in private organizations. 
Despite constant efforts to achieve valid rating programs, no one 
system has yet emerged as conspiciously successful. Our current 
fitness report form is generally regarded as superior to oTlT 
least as good as any previously used. 

^ 1 AA C 5 A> is difficult to provide adequate recognition for 

individuals who perfom well. The Fitness Report thuTserves an 

°S reCOSnizing SB. record good or exceptional 
achievement and performance. The trend, understandably, has been 

to take a liberal approach in the interest of management-employee 
relations. This approach has been Justified particularly for 

vhere close and harmonious supervisor-employee 
association is Imperative to successful operation. ^ ™ 


Approved For Release 2001/08/29-: CIA-RDP78-03578A000700080009-9 




Approved 




elease 2001/08/29 : CIA-RDP78-03 




000700080009-9 
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aofajutiim torjex’iptioa kct to tba «at*bliskaaat of m n-i&a 
F^oasaaaee. Cbametoif* > utically, our oywiasi fr* 
to&t tfe® capabilities ©£ tbs AafiividmX isaflwsac© 
.*at, poMtica, its 3^u*y®srmt8 t mid ffmgue&tiy, th® g*sda 

j te, » **» l^ivito*,! and tka Job are sacra aaarly 
*S J~ a / 5W *2 C/A tbasa ia rao^t ergsaiwatiof.o, a fact which er»i-' 
I^Aaatoci W-? of Job u< a otaatoxti for n-ec^wsriag 

u^petivorsss cf "5®rfo^»fic®. 


Perolex.?.ng ^-sblcsm Slave usrioaa whoa Caraoy Service 
®f s S fe V'' c c?awrs4) action ugrtast aa employs© 
acfec^^ectjfsd to bo ot&staa&Mrd but tikom Pita^es Report 
rally itoeuEeats Ms porforoaaee asm capability ©v@r~tfe© 
consistently dls*’ 1 —- 3 


sials 


ysars as 


( 5 ) 


Gvais.^r 00 ^ 1 ^ 0 ® ^ th ® * 03? te P^^ias existing ®®1 W 
evaluation practices, several of our Career Service Sfe&de and 

otflsmlm have ssada and ar® maMag genuine aM agseressivo 
<^ort© to obtain rsalistie ratings. Sees© successes bar© been 
i-ehieveu, but a unified, Agcncy-wid© effort in this resist has 
aot oeer^ unSjertsvIse^o 


. , A ^® ® bov * characteristics of fitness reporting in the Agency haw been 

S developing the proposal which fol.lown for^wvislag 

nZt^Tf reporting program . Early in our review, v concluded tfcatit 
would be preferable and more acceptable to enrlovees and soseiriimM n141rai 
to^iastitut® revised rating standards and practises coupled ‘ with the intro- 
duction of a substantially ®&w fitness report form rat bar a-Hurnmfe-Snc 

10 “ t * a6 ^ to „ «. 


1 


3 • Bteerleal Bating Scales 


pendently^defin^d^^t? 83 Rei *? yt ^ orrnj ^ t,sep separata and ind©- 

ErL!! !l reting scales for evaluating perfonnance of Specific 
Qremll Performance, and Sbraloyee Characteristics in 
ot 5 t !£L?i respectively. B» seSli^T^iHT^^d fiw de^ 8 
of discrimination in order to eliminate standardization or direct com- 
pa_ son between the respective factors rated.. In practice hw^air th« 
variance in rating scales ami. th© necessity to uo«"a different atLlactival 

1 ° n ^ ^ 8 2r L - for ** cJl of toe Fitness Fenort 

srrsiSS sis' 
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Excellent 

(5) 

Exceeds Baaie Require. 

8. 

Superior 

(6) 

Superior 

9- 

Outstanding 

(7) 

O^tatan&isig 


feeticn D 


gmnegr: Uh;:. cs > : 


.l^j«axv/ja lUOOToa 


pier (6) Superior (5) . . . * • « . . a 3 . 

fcandi&g ( 7 ) O&tstaEfliag ( 6 ) OutstaMing ( 5 ) 

Comments received f ‘rosa ouparvl oers , per scnnel officers , and employees 
(including several independent employee suggestions submitted under the 
Surge o t ions Awards Program ) favor simplification and standardization of 
t he rating scale. Accordingly the revised rating scale proposed in Section 
B is designed to eliminate difficulties occasioned by the incongruous rating 
scale© in the present forsiu 


h* Content and Format of the Fitness Repor t 

The following paragraphs ©tssHarise findings with respect to the 
effectiveness of the various major sections of the Current Fitness 
Report, Fom 45, Ta b 5 * and outline reccaanended changes. A revised 
Form 45, incorporating the changes, is attached as Tab B-6. 

(l) Section A - General Fom 45 


This section covers basic data identifying the enzployee and 
and his status. Changes are required to indicate category of 
employee to replace ©action currently titled ’’Career Staff Status" . 

(2) There was general agreement that specific major duties warrant 

individual evaluation on an adjective scale, but the current seven 
degree rating must be simplified. There was also a proposal that 
each specific duty receive a narrative evaluation. A five degree 


- 5 - 
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*2“ pr ° Vlded ** Pr°P°»«d form, however, a narrative 

dutie “ is 1101 P 2 ® 00 ® 4 - Die revised ins true - 

that a f 1 ** 1 * ^ Section C, narrative Description 

2*^^"!“*! (proposed form ) for ©cements regarding a Specific 
duty by direct reference to that duty. epecixac 

(3) Section C - Evaluation of Overall Perform**™**. 

concensus vaa that an adjective rating scale for evaluating 

r® 88Sential 110 ^ P^T* 3 *® a fitness report 
should se^re in the Agency. Most comments received emphasized that 

*"■“ ^ “adfi clear that each employee is being compared with 
hiJTwJ* iiT* 1 804 type of work i* CIA as veaTtTagainst 

P ° P ? Ution at ^ ar S e> BUS comparison canonly 
made within a framework of the rater's knowledge of other neon}** 

f^thf 1 ^^ W ^ k * ^ five ~ de « ree mating scale that ie^ed 

for the rating of specific duties is also to be used for overall 

performance. In addition, the instructions provide for coemeot in 

^h“^r itiVe °? relatlve Performance of the person being rated 
with other people known to the rater doing similar work. 

(*0 Section D - Description of the Employee 

Bje weight of opinion by users of the Report is that the 
ratings of specific characteristics are not very meaningful and 

T^f- Wall '>^L. di ^f ntila,ed ’ Jt waa P 0 * 11 ^ °ut that such characters, 
^vLago Bea» n , "Resourceful", "Writes Effectively", 

appUcable *> the performed, be c^Midired 
in the level of rating accorded specific duties and also in the 
narrative evaluations of performance. Accordingly, the purpose of 
this section might be served equally well if the Fitness Report 
directions (Tab B-7) include instructions to the following effect: 

In the evaluation of the manner of performance 
of specific duties and overall Job performance, 
the following factors will be considered and 
specifically eomaented upon when they are con- 
sidered of significance in the Job: 


Productivity 
Decisiveness 
Resourcefulness 
Supervisory Effectiveness 
Ability to 'Mm? Clearly 
Acceptance of Responsibility 
Effectiveness of Written Expression 
Effectiveness of Oral Expression 


Mobility 

Records Discipline 

Versatility 

Cost Consciousness 


Section D could then be eliminated, and the report thereby simplified 
without losing any vital elements. 
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^ ^ Sec fci on F - Certif ica tion a nd Ccssseiits 


A , Few eoEE ©^^s cr ousgestions were received as to the use o>* 
continuance of tcis section. It was found that the subsection 
w-n-.cn provides that the supervisor return the blank fort with 
explanation when a report is not being mode was serving little 
useful purpose ar.d can. he eliminated to cave paper work. The 
8QiI ' e ®^£ ect 0211 cs achieved through using other sections of the 
report -or this purpose. ‘JI'.e proposed ins true tiono will so -in- 
dicate. 


SeGti ° n L f 1 opaas has been provided for the person being 

a COX ^ lndlcata that he has attached a memorand^a 
regarding the report, Gnou.ld he desire to submit one. 


w «. In u th ! !f se «;^° n Riding for Certifications and Conments 
y the Reviewing Official, it is noted that in about 96 $ of the 
case., the Reviewing Official would have given thTl^^e Sut 
the same evaluation; in 1 ^ the Reviewing Official would have rated 

w SST? ^ ^ WCr ' 1x1 ^ of the cases, the Reviev- 

ng Official was not sufficiently fa mil i a r with the onployee’s 
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F itness Hoport F:-focad]?g3s 
lasrlatict 

are eansiotent wra ura XQeasvacd&tioRs of this study. :&■? scheduling; o" 
repots by graje groups with tiif-ag related to promotion consideration has 
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^°t S parSO ®? Ql jaecocandea witn the understanding that 

&e senerally consistent with the evalu- 
ations called for in taa rericcd Fitness Report Form. 


Tab 1 
Tab 2 
Tab 3 
Tab 4 
Tab 5 
Tab 6 
Tab 7 


Evaluation of Specific Duties 

Evaluation of Overall Performance in Current Position 
Description of Employee 

Tabulation of Fitness Heport HatJjiss by Career Service & Grade 

Current Fora k5 

Proposed Form 45 

Instructions for Fltnaus Heport 
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STUD? OF FITBSBB IBPOBTIiaS 


Approach Weed 


A study of the effectiveness of the current Fitness Reporting 
System vas accomplished, through the fnfwnrl nation of a representative 
sample of 300 Fitness Reports completed during i 960 and through the 
review of comments and suggestions on fitness reporting received volun- 
tarily or upon request from s u p e r v isors, personnel officers, and 
employees. In addition^ distribution of ratings on 


overall 

xsesar 


onoance for 



.on^j^a|atletic 

'or^^^^Hrepoarfc* 

Bn^WBWWsions oc 


correct deficiencies 


sections. 


prepared during i 960 was tabu- 
of this review and the suggestions 
noted are set forth in the following 


1 . Tabulations of the distribution of fitness report ratings on 
Performance of Specific Duties, Overall Performance and Description 
of the Employee are presented in Sabs B-l, 2, 3 and k. They show 
the following: 

(1) Performance of Specific Duties 

The ratings given to three specific duties were used for this 
dialysis. The profiles for the three major direc t or a tes show 
a very close similarity in the use of the seven degree rating 
scale (Tab B-l). Rating Humber One, Dbsatlsfactory, was not 
used at all, and Rating Number Seven, Outstanding, vas used 
to a remarkably dose degree. The percentage of uae of 
Ratings Three, Four, Five and Six were very close for the 
l»/l and SS/P whereas in the BD/S area lower ratings were 
given. A comparative distribution of the ratings of the 
first three specific duties of a proportionate sample from 
each of the individual career services of the three major 
directorates is presented in Tab B-4. This reveals the 
seme pattern as mentioned immediately above. This analysis 
ftiff ft & breakdown ty tte following gradd groupings* 

OB 6 - 8 ; GS 9-11; and GS 12-13. A direct relationship of 
higher ratings for higher grades vas evident. 
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(S) Overall Performance In Current Position 

Bating of Overall Performance employed the use of a six-degree 
rating seals. As in the ease of the seven-degree seals used far 
rating Specific Performance, Bating Humber One was used extremely 
infrequently (Tab B-2) . While there was a high degree of simi- 
larity in the profiles for the grade groupings GS 6-8 and GS 9-11, 
it was evident that the higher the grade the higher the 

frequency of higher ratings. 


The distribution of Overall Batings by major directorate was 
very similar to those for Specific Performance. Bie BD/l and 
I©/P assigned more ratings at the two higher levels of rating, 
Superior and Outstanding, than the DD/S; however, the three 
directorates compare very closely when the three top levels of 
rating are combined. 

(3) Description of the Bqplcyee 

A five-degree rating scal e was used for this purpose. Sab B-3 
shows a high degree of similarity in the assignment of ratings 
both when -viewed from a Career Service standpoint and from a 
grade grouping standpoint. The highest rating. Five, Outstanding, 
was assigned to approximately twenty percent of the items rated. 
This is a considerably greater use of the Outstanding Rating 
for this purpose than in the evaluation of the Perfor ma nce of 
Specific Duties or Overall P erform a nce. Characteristic of this 
analysis the individual SD/l and HD/P Career Services employed 
the two h-tjghfty ratings. Above Average Degree and Outstanding 
Degree, more frequently than those of the BD/S, (Tab B-4) . 

(4) The averages for all ratings for each of these rating categories 
are as follows: 


Bating Category 


Specific Duties 


Overall Performance 


Description ocf th b 
Employee 


Bating Seale 
(Seven Degree Scale) 

k Competent 

5 Excellent 

6 Superior 

(Six Degree Seale) 

4 Clearly Exceeds 

Requirements 

5 Superior in Svexy 
Important Respect 

(Five Degree Seale) 

3 Banal Degree 

4 Above Average 
9 Outstanding 


Agency Average 

^.0 Excellent 


4.3 


4.0 Above Average 
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B. The natur e of the distribution of Fitness Report ratings and averages 
in the foregoing might raise questions and point to conclusions such as 
the following: 

(1) The use of three separate rating scales of five, six and 
seven degrees makes it difficult for a supervisor to apply 
standards clearly and uniformly to the three separate rating 
categories used in the report. 

(2) In the use of Fitness Reports for personnel management purposes, 
a difficulty, similar to that in (l) above, exists causing management 
officials to usually focus on the rating for Overall Performa nce, a nd 
the narrative statement in their interpretation of a Fitness Report. 

( 3 ) inasmuch as the performance of nearly all Agency personnel 
clearly or greatly exceeds the requirements of their positions, 
are our people overqualified for the work? Or, are our standards 
of performance established too low? Or, is the terminology used 
for our rating standards confusing and unclear? (R* have hong 
maintained that our qualifications st andar ds are high and the 

of most of our work difficult an d d emandin g . ) 

(M Reviewing Officials may be encouraging unrealistic rating 

practices by their failure to play an active role in the application 
of rating standards and contribution to the evaluation of the 
individual. 

(5) Rating officials may be Inadequately trained in the Important 

supervisory function of employee evaluation and fitness reporting. 


C Al thoug h same validity nay he accorded to each of the above possible 
conclusions, there are a msnber of extenuating circumstances which also 
must be given careful consideration in any attempt to Improve our rating 

practices: 

(1) Difficulty In stating, understa n d in g and interpretating 
rating standards Is not limited to CIA but has long existed in 
other agencies, the military services and in private organizations. 
Despite c ons tant efforts to achieve valid rating programs , no o ne 
system has yet emerged as conspiciously successful. Our current 
fltnese report farm is g ener al ly regarded as superior to or at 
least as good as any previously use d . 

(2) In CIA, it is difficult to provide adequate recognition for 
individuals who perform well. The Fitness Report thus serves an 
Important purpose of recognizing an the record good or exceptional 
achievement and performance. The trend, understandably, has been 
to take a liberal approach in the interest of management-employee 
relations. This approach has been justified particularly for 
—on overseas units whsxe dose and tamwiloua supervisor-employee 
association is Imperative to successful operation. 
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(3) Most Agency ass ignntent s do not land th e m selves to precise 

definition and description nor to the establishment of formal 
etandsrds of perfaxasnee. Characteristically, our eye tea has 
long recogn ized that the capabilities of the Indiv idu a l influence 
what hie position. Its requirements, end frequently, the grade 
level will be. Thus, the individual and the Job are more nearly 
synonymous in CIA than in most organizations , a feet which c com- 
plicates the use of job requirements as a standard for measuring 
effectiveness of performance. 

(It) per plexing problems have arisen when Career Service officials 

have sought to tabs adverse action against an employee frankly 
acknowledged to be substandard but whose Fitness Report faith- 
fully documents Hl« p er f orma nce and capa bi l i ty over tbs years as 
consistently distinguished. 

( 5 ) In recognition of the need for improving existing employee 

evaluation practices, several of our Career Service Heads and 
operating officials have mads and are making genuine and aggressive 
efforts to obtain realistic ratings. Sene successes have been 
achieved, but a unified. Agency-wide effort In this respect has 
not been undertaken. 

tha above characteristics of fitness reporting in the Agency have been 
taken into accou&t in developing the proposal which follows for revising 
the fitness reporting program. Early In our review, we concluded that it 
would be preferable and mere acceptable to employees said supervisors alike 
to institute revised rating standards and practices coupled with the Intro- 
duction of a substantially new fitness report form rather than attempting 
major readjustments In rating while continuing to use the existing rating 
scales and form. 


3. Humeri cal Rating Scales 

The cu r re n t Fitness Report Foot, Tab B-5, uses separate and inde- 
pendently defined rating scales for evaluating performance of Specific 
Duties, Overall Performance, and Baployee Characteristics in Sections 
B, C and D, respectively. ~ The scales have seven, six, and five degrees 
of discr imina tion in order to eliminate standardization or direct com- 
parison between the respective factors rated. In practice, however, the 
variance in rating scales and the necessity to use a different adjectival 
or descriptive definition of the scale for each part of the Fitness Report 
have ca u se d complications and ml and detracted from the 

acceptance of the Report. Some of the complications may have resulted 
from tbs fact that, based on a strict comparison t£ the degree definitions, 
there are literally nine ( 9 ) distinguishable degrees of ratings now in use. 
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Degree 

Section B 
Specific Duties 


Section C 

Overall Performance 


Section D 

Employee Characteristics 

1. 

Unsatisfactory 

(1) 

Falls to Meet Requirements 

(1) 

Least Possible Degree (l) 

2. 

Barely Adequate 

(2) 



Limited Degree 

(2) 

3. 



Meets Most Requirements; 
Deficient in One or More 
Important respects 

(2) 


• e 

4. 

Acceptable 

(3) 




e « 

5. 

Competent 

00 

Meets Basic Requirements 

(3) 

Normal Degree 

(3) 

6. 



Exceeds Basic Requirements 

00 

Above Average 

W 

7. 

Excellent 

(5) 




e e 

8. 

Superior 

(6) 

Superior 

(5) 


s e 

9. 

Outstanding 

(7) 

Outstanding 

(6) 

Outstanding 

(5) 


Consents reevivod from suptfrltort; psnotmsl officers; mi scipIoyMs 
( includin g several independent employee suggestions submitted under the 
Suggestions Awards Program) favor simplification and stands rrtlrntl on of 
the rating scale. Accordingly the revised rating scale proposed in Section 
B is designed to el i m inat e difficulties occasioned by the incongruous rating 
scales in the present form. 


k. Content and Format of the Fitness Resort 

The following paragraphs stmnarise findings with respect to the 
effectiveness of the various major sections of ths Current Fitness 
Report, Foam 2*5, Tab 5, and outline recosssendsd changes. A revised 
Form 45, incorporating the changes, is attached as Tab B -6. 

( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


Section A - General Form 45 

This section covers basic data identifying the employee and 
and his status. Changes are required to Indicate category of 
employee to replace section currently titled "Career Staff Status" . 

n»re was general aer se mant that specific major duties warrant 
individual evaluation on an adjective seals, but the current seven 
degree rating must be simplified. There was also a proposal that 
each specific duty receive a narrative evaluation. A five degree 
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‘STSWfflr. 

(p«>p=^ ?Sif?S^JS r ^Sj£n 1 SSti e 

toty hy direct reference to that duty. a qpeeinc 

^ ggtioa C - Bralaatioa qf Overall torfornw^ 

^ “ ad ^ eetive «*to 6 scale for evaluating 
wall performance vae essential to the purposes a fi tness renort 

fa Agency. Most earnests received em phasized that 

£h£T£ US5 frr i» ben* SSSHiSr 

iT * 1 aa f ^yP® work in CIA as waUasagaiast 
pepiMrtlon at large, fills conparison^aTmly 

s^^XTUSiTStSrifs; 

performance. m additi o n , the lnstmetiAna . ^.lun Tt qyer a f J - 
the mmfiK IT I v^T , instructions provide for ce me nt in 

r * Iafclve performance of the pereon being rated 
vlth other people known to the rater doing »^i°r work. 

g^tlQP P - Deee ription of the tenloy ee 

?f banian by users of the Report is that the 
ratings of specific characteristics are not v^meaningfuland 
ctwl d well be si scan tinaed . it «u ■■> ■ a —Tfr t ^T 111 ncn*i and 
latiec no i. „ *“ J <rt Bt ,a «« that such character-' 

y™*** m . "SrltM Bfl-eetlre^T 
lTtSMtS “ PePUcaM. to th. job pearfanad, be eonuind 

f 1 ?““® «"<*«•« »P«m. duties ud alio i m C S^" r “ 
narrative evaluations of performance. Accordin g l y . the ramose rf 

dSecti^TiS^v^d **n? * <J[Ually ** 11 ** tha fltneee Report 

(Sab B- 7 ) Includ e lnetaruetlone to the follo ria g effect: 

"to the evaluation of the manner of performance 

totiea w * 4 <waU job per forma nces 
the following factors will be eonslSnedaS^ 
s pecifi cally ecaneoted upon when they are eon* 
eldered of significance In the Job: 


(*) 


Productivity 
Decisiveness 
Resourcefulness 
Supervisory effectiveness 
Ability to Clearly 

Acceptance of Responsibility 
Effectiveness of Written Expression 
Effectiveness of Oral Expression 


Mobility 

Records w^fpllnn 

Versatility 

Cost . onsnsss 


5£S - th. i^im* 


- 6 - 
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(5) §Sg^«* E - iterative PeserlTrtlon of Mann ^ of Job 

nanutiva Motion Is ftekoowledged by virtually all hmm 

to «*■» 

llohlog^pMut. MftMct loas to assure receipt of naStleTt^Sa 
®^ reng ^ ih8 > WBalmeaws, potential, recosasanded 

“ d “iteMllty for oeweeee. It 
wiii be noted that this type of approach v&e used for several «>m 
j y < ^° *eac7. Tam 37-151, Mar 1952, Teb A-3, aoS to a 
?*g ** °° 1 accca^Ug ^pprt tom*. The approach «a» rt^SoMd, 

*“**«•*» the current tor*. 

rJJJr™ reasoned that greater flexibility and aore useful 

»‘^ rSo 

eewrege. Baaalt. since then hSf^ST^SSSy^S^eterr 

^tTfT th U“ lt J~ltlonrlS.Sr«; SSSISwa- 

<U»lr*ble to require description, m tSf 

to^elLr^T^ 7 rcepocelb ill ties in mUltla n 

to their being luted and rated anong Specific Dutlee u Section™. 

„ H»ters Kill he axpactad toms, ehniectcrlatlce of perfor- 

i8 f n J° J6b requirements end in relation ttTtbat 
of other individuals doing s im i lar work-end will include inf or 

“ P#r T al <**™**r^o*> ««lificaS^, 

6) Section F - Certification and c— gts 

emrki ar w ® e8tlo «» we received as to the use or 

comtl naanee cf this section. It was found that the subsection 

n m r*"™ bl “ k fora ^ 

«qpMw axiop w hen a report is not being asde was serving little 
muiKh ee^T 8 ® 8 f d can *• •l^»laated to save paper work. Tbs 
rewart^^eM 14 ^ achieved through using other sect ions of the 
report for this purpose. The proposed instructions will so 2! 

. - 1 ® Se ®^ i ® a D ' 1 »P~» bas been provided for the person belna 
ra^d to check a box to indicate that he has attached Vm2o2n^ 
regwding the report, should he desire to^bSt®!: mmami ^ 

by Wnri&lae tor Certifications and Consents 

oy the Hevlewimg Official, it is noted that in about odi. nr -kk-, 
«~^tha ^rucug Official ^rdd ha^rS Sat 

the sane evaluation; in li the Reviewing Official vouldhave rated 
the eerployee higher; in 1* l««er. In 2? of the cases^t2l^?-r 
lag Official was not sufficiently familiar with the enployue’s 
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performance to evaluate. In only about 10$ of the $&f» Old the 
Reviewing Official make comments which could be Judged as con- 
tributing substantially to the usefulness of the report. 

®*e role of the Reviewing Official and Ms accountability for 
endorsement of Fitness Report ratings have not been strongly empha- 
sized In most parts of the Agency. We believe that more positive 
action by the Reviewing Official will greatly help in achieving & 
realistic rating program, and accordingly recomnsnd that a narrative 
evaluation by the Reviewing Officer be encouraged. In the new 
Section D-3 we would hope that the Reviewing Officer will state 
Why he would give the employee the same or different evaluation and 
amplify the rating official's consents on the employee's overall 
evaluation. Present procedures for resolving wide divergencies 
of opinion between rater and reviewer by the Director of Personnel 
and the head of the Career Service concerned and for notifying 
employees would be continued. 





5* Proposed Fitness Report Form (Tab 6) 


Reco mmen d a tions made in the preceding Section 4 are incorporated in the 
faxm together with the basic Instructions considered necessary. Thin form 
will be supplemented by a more detailed Instruction (’Dab 7 ) • 


6 . 

STATINTL 


Fitness Report Procedures 

tlonj^^Hs 

eat VTQnHs 


Regnlat 
consistent 


Fitness Report, established current procedures which 
re coanen datlons of this study. The s cheduling of 
reports by grade groups with timing related to promotion considerations has 
been found to be useful. The use of mmsornmilmi in lieu of Fitness Report 
for OS-14 and above personnel Is recommended with the understanding that 
the content of the msmaraadw will be generally consistent with the evalu- 
ations called for In the revised Fitness Report Form. 


1 - Evaluation of Specific Duties 

2 - Evaluation of Overall Performance An Current Position 

3 - Description of Rsployee 

4 - Tabulation of Fitness Report Ratings by Career Service & Oxade 

5 - Current Form 4$ 

6 - Proposed Fora 45 

7 - Instructions for Fitness Report 
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